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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The present Office action is made in response to tlie amendments filed on 
4/10/08 and 7/11/08. 

2. It is noted that in the amendment of 4/1 0/08, applicant has made changes to the 
specification and the claims. Regarding to the specification, applicant has filed a 
substitute specification with its marked-up copy and a statement that the substitute 
specification does not contain any new matter. Regarding to the claims, applicant has 
amended claims 1 and 9 and added a new set of claims, i.e., claims 1 0-1 5, into the 
application. There is not any claim being canceled from the application. 

3. In the amendment of 7/1 1/08, applicant has amended claims 1, 9 and 10. There 
is not any claimed being added or canceled from the amendment of 7/1 1/08. It is noted 
that applicant has submitted a set of letters to support for the statement related to the 
commercial success of the invention. It is also noted that applicant submitted excerpts 
from the state of Florida's 2006 school bus specification which discloses the 
requirements of a mirror installed in a school bus. 

4. A review of the pending claims has resulted that the device as claimed in the 
newly-added claims 1 0-1 5 has a similar scope as that of the amended claims. Thus, all 
pending claims 1-7 and 9-15 are examined in this Office action. Note that claim 8 was 
canceled in the amendment of 8/21/2007. 
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Specification 

5. The substitute specification witli its nnarl<ed-up copy and a statement tliat tlie 
substitute specification does not contain any new matter filed by applicant on 4/10/08 
has been approved and entered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

6. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall contain a written description of tlie invention, and of tlie manner and process of 
mailing and using it, in sucli full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

7. The rejection of claims 1 -7 and 9 under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, first paragraph, as set 
forth in the previous Office action of 10/1 1/07, pages 4-6, have been overcome by the 
amendments to the claims as provided in the amendment of 7/1 1/2008. 

8. Claims 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

a) Claim 10 is rejected under 35 USC 112, first paragraph because of the 
following reasons: 

First, the disclosure, as originally filed, does not provide support for the feature 
related to the connection of the mirror mount and the so-called "a front location of a 
school bus or vehicle" as recited on lines 4-5 of the claim; 
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Second, the disclosure, as originally filed, does not provide support for the 
feature thereof "an antiglare. ..second image portion" as recited in the claim, lines 12-20. 
In particular, the disclosure, as originally filed, does not provide support for the feature 
that the treated upper area of the dome shape mirror surface above the bottom half of 
the contoured outer mirror surface "reduce glare from sun rays emanating at least from 
a direction in front of the driver from the front or sides of the school bus or vehicle with 
respect to a first image portion located above the bottom half portion of the mirror 
element while darkening the first image portion reflected thereby, and wherein the 
bottom half portion of the mirror element is free of antiglare material that reflected a 
second image portion without darkening the second image portion". It is noted that the 
disclosure, as originally filed, does not disclose any support related to the so-called "first 
image portion", "the second image portion" and their structural relationships with the 
front or side of the school bus or vehicle. 

b) The remaining claims are dependent upon the rejected base claim and thus 
inherit the deficiencies thereof. 

9. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification sliall conclude witli one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

10. Claims 10-15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

a) Claim 10 is rejected under 35 USC 112, second paragraph for the following 
reason: 
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A broad range or limitation togetlier witli a narrow range or limitation that falls 
within the broad range or limitation (in the same claim) is considered indefinite, 
since the resulting claim does not clearly set forth the metes and bounds of the 
patent protection desired. See MPEP § 2173.05(c). Note the explanation given 
by the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences in Ex parte Wu, 10 
USPQ2d 2031, 2033 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1989), as to where broad language 
is followed by "such as" and then narrow language. The Board stated that this 
can render a claim indefinite by raising a question or doubt as to whether the 
feature introduced by such language is (a) merely exemplary of the remainder of 
the claim, and therefore not required, or (b) a required feature of the claims. 
Note also, for example, the decisions of Ex parte Steigewald, 131 USPQ 74 (Bd. 
App. 1961); Ex parte Hall, 83 USPQ 38 (Bd. App. 1948); and Ex parte Hasche, 
86 USPQ 481 (Bd. App. 1949). In the present instance, claim 10 recites the 
broad recitation "the contour outer mirror surface facing toward the vehicle (the 
school bus or vehicle ?) to which the mirror element is mounted" (claim 10, lines 
9-10), and the claim also recites "the contoured outer mirror surface of the mirror 
element facing toward a driver of the school bus or vehicle" (claim 10, lines 10- 
1 1) which is the narrower statement of the range/limitation, 
b) Each of claims 11-13 and 1 5 is rejected under 35 USC 1 1 2, second paragraph 
because the feature thereof "the three-dimensional upper area" recited in claim 1 1 (lines 
1-2), claim 12 (lines 1-2), claim 13 (line 2) and claim 15 (lines 2-3) lacks a proper 
antecedent basis. Applicant should note that the amended claim 10 has canceled the 
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antecedent basis for tlie feature "tliree-dinnensional" recited in eacli of claims 11-13. 

c) Tlie remaining claims are dependent upon the rejected base claim and thus 
inherit the deficiencies thereof. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 1 . The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

12. Claims 1-6 and 9-15, as best as understood, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Stout (U.S. Patent No. 4,822,157, of record) in view of 
Falge (U.S. Patent No. 1,768,354, of record). 

Stout discloses a school bus with a mirror assembly installed to a front fender of 
the bus for the purpose of providing the driver of the bus visual access to the 
area in front of the school bus as well as to the sides of the bus. See abstract 
and column 2 (lines 29-34). The mirror assembly as stated at column 2 and 
shown in figures 1-3 comprises a mirror element (26) having an oval ellipsoidal 
shape and configured as a convex, generally dome shaped and contiguous 
mirror surface with its contoured outer surface facing in a direction of the driver. 
The mirror surface of the mirror element inherently has a size wherein the 
entirety of the mirror surface is utilized to provide a single, integrated wide angle 
filed of view of a scene which includes the front and at least one side of the bus 
wherein their images are viewed by the driver of the bus via the reflections from 
the mirror surface. The mirror assembly is secured to a mirror pole (20) via a 
securing means (48, 50, 52). The mirror pole (20) in turn is inherently secured to 
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the front fender of the school bus. See column 3 and fig. 1 . As such, the mirror 
assembly provides and maintains the scene which includes the front and at least 
one side of the bus wherein their images are viewed by the driver of the bus via 
the reflections from the mirror surface while the drive drives the bus. As a result 
of such structure, the school bus with the mirror assembly attached therein as 
provided by Stout meets all of the limitations of the device as claimed except a 
portion of the mirror element being treated for reducing glare. 
The treatment on a portion of the mirror element, in particular, on an upper 
portion of the mirror, for the purpose of reducing glare is known to one skilled in 
the art as can be seen in the optical system provided by Falge. In particular, 
Falge discloses a mirror system having a mirror surface wherein the upper 
portion of the mirror is treated to reduce glare without rendering the treated 
portion opaque as to be non-reflective. See Falge, pages 1-2 and figs 1 and 8, 
for example. Regarding to the material used to treat the upper portion of the 
mirror, Falge discloses that one of the material used comprises black enamel, 
see column 3, lines 6-14, or translucent material such as celluloid or pyralin, 
colored green or other materials which effect a reduction in the intensity of light 
incident thereon, see column 4, lines 1-14. Regarding to the dimension/size of 
the portion being treated (36) for reducing glare, in the embodiment of figure 8, 
the treated portion has an area of one-half of the upper one-third of the mirror 
(see page 2, column 4, lines 93-101). See also In re Wertheim, 541 F. 2d 257, 
191 USPQ 90 (CCPA 1976), "the disclosure in the prior art of any value within a 
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claimed range is an anticipation of tliat range." See also, Titanium IVIetals 
Corporation of America, 227 USPQ 773 (Fed. Cir. 1985), In re Petering, 301 

F. 2d 676, 133 USPQ 275 (CCPA 1962). It is noted that the treated portion is 
located in spaced relation to and not in contact with any portion of the uppermost 
peripheral edge of the mirror surface along the vertical direction of the mirror 
surface. 

Regarding to the feature that the treated portion is located in the area defined 
from an uppermost position on the contoured mirror surface and a straight 
notional line which bisects the mirror surface in the horizontal direction, such a 
feature is readable from the mirror having treated portion provided by Falge. In 
other words, in each embodiments shown in fig. 1 and fig. 8, the treated portion 
is located in a notional straight line which bisects the mirror surface in a 
horizontal direction. Applicant should note that notional straight line which bisects 
the mirror surface in a horizontal direction is merely that of an imaginary line, not 
a physical line or resulted from a mechanical construction/structure of the mirror 
surface. 

With regard to the feature concerning the formation of the coating band as 
recited in claim 4, such a feature is directed to a method step and thus is not 
given a patentable weight. See In re Dike, 157 USPQ 581 (CCPA 1968). 

Thus, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the mirror assembly provided by Stout by making a 
portion of the upper one-third of the mirror as a treated portion as suggested by 
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Falge for the purpose of providing a mirror assembly witli a portion of its upper 
section liaving tlie function of reducing glare. It is also noted that the combined 
product as provided by Stout and Falge inherently will provide a reduction in 
glare caused by sun light during the operation of the school bus because the 
combined product is installed in a school bus which is operated in daytime for 
transportation students to school and back to their homes. 

1 3. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Stout in 
view of Falge as applied to claimi above with or without Malifaud (U.S. Patent No. 
3,199,114, of record). 

The combined product as provided by Stout and Falge as described above 
meets all of the features recited in present claim 7 except the treated portion is 
located on one side relative to the minor axis of the mirror surface. However, 
such an arrangement of a treated portion with respect to the area of an optical 
element having a substantially oval shape as claimed is merely that of a 
preferred embodiment and no criticality has been disclosed. The support for this 
conclusion is found in the present specification in which applicant has taught that 
the treated portion is extended on both side of the minor surface as can be seen 
in the embodiment described at pages 4-5 and illustrated in present figure 2A- 
2C. Furthermore, the use of an anti-glare portion which is located on one side of 
an optical element having an oval shape and on a side relative to a minor axis of 
the optical element is known to one skilled in the art as can be seen in the anti- 
glare system provided by Malifaud. See column 5 and fig. 5. Thus, absent any 
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showing of criticality, it would liave been obvious to one sl<illed in tlie art at tlie 
time tlie invention was made to utilize the teaching, i.e., use the antiglare portion 
on just one side of an optical element as suggested by Malifaud in the combined 
product provided by Stout and Falge by using a portion on just one side of the 
minor axis of a mirror surface which portion is necessary to the driver's field of 
view as a treated portion for reducing glare and simultaneously reducing the 
manufacture cost. 

Response to Arguments 

14. Applicant's arguments filed on 4/10/08, pages 13-16, have been fully considered 

but they are not persuasive for the following reasons. 

First, regarding to the applicant's arguments that the combined art does not 
disclose the feature related to a portion of the outer surface of the mirror is 
treated to reduce glare, see amendment, page 14, the examiner respectfully 
disagrees because such a feature as recited in the claims would have been 
obvious to one skilled in the art by the teachings provided by the prior art. 
In particular, Falge discloses a mirror system liaving a mirror surface wlierein tlie 
upper portion of tlie mirror is treated to reduce glare witliout rendering tlie treated 
portion opaque as to be non-reflective. See Falge, pages 1-2 and figs 1 and 8, 
for example. Regarding to the material used to treat the upper portion of the 
mirror, Falge discloses that one of the material used comprises black enamel, 
see column 3, lines 6-14, or translucent material such as celluloid or pyralin. 
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colored green or other materials which effect a reduction in the intensity of light 
incident thereon, see column 4, lines 1-14. 

Applicant is respectfully invited to review the rejections of the claims as provided 
in this Office action. In the light of such a teaching, one skilled in the art will utilize 
the teaching as provided by Falge by treating an upper portion of a mirror 
whether the portion being treated of the mirror is on an outer surface or a back 
surface of the mirror for the purpose of obtaining a product with better optical 
performance. Applicant should further note that it was decided in the Courts that 
a rearranging parts of an invention involves only routine skill in the art, see In re 
Japikse, 86 USPQ 70, and a mere reversal of the essential working parts of a 
device involves only routine skill in the art. See In re Einstein, 8 USPQ 167; In re 
Gazda, 104 USPQ 400. 

Second, in response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, 
one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1 981 ); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1 091 , 231 
USPQ 375 (Fed.Cir. 1986). 

Third, In response to applicant's argument that the mirror provided by Stout, the 
primary reference, is a cross view mirror while the mirror provided by Falge, the 
secondary reference, is a rearview mirror mounting inside a vehicle, see 
amendment of 4/1 0/08, pages 14-15, the test for obviousness is not whether the 
features of a secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure 
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of the primary reference; nor is it tliat tlie claimed invention must be expressly 
suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the 
combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary 
skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 
Fourth, in response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to 
combine the references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be 
established by combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce 
the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to 
do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 
USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 
(Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, both devices provided by Stout and Falge are 
directed to mirrors for use by a vehicle's driver for viewing the scenes around the 
vehicle. Since it is a common knowledge that any mirror is subjected to a glare 
problem which causes a problem for a driver while (s)he operates the vehicle, 
thus it is within the level of one skill in the art to reduce or eliminate the glare 
problem to avoid the accidence and the disadvantages occurred to a vehicle's 
driver. Stout discloses a mirror for use with a school bus, and Falge discloses an 
apparatus for treating the mirror to reduce glare, thus, it would have been 
obvious to one skill in the art to modify the mirror provided by Stout, the primary 
reference, by utilizing the teachings provided by Falge, the secondary reference. 
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for the purpose of showing that the treatment on a portion of the mirror element, 
in particular, on an upper portion of the mirror, for the purpose of reducing glare. 
Fifth, regarding to the rejections of dependent claims 2-7, since applicant has not 
provided any specific arguments, see amendment of 4/10/08, pages 15-16, thus 
the rejections of such claims are repeated with the same reasons as set forth in 
the previous Office action. 
1 5. The submissions of letters to support for the statement related to the commercial 
success of the invention under 37 CFR 1 .132 filed on 7/1 1/08 are insufficient to 
overcome the rejection of claims 1-7 and 9, now applied to claims 1-7 and 9-15 based 
upon the combined teachings provided by Stout (U.S. Patent No. 4,822,157) and Falge 
(U.S. Patent No. 1 ,768,354) as set forth in the last Office action. Applicant's arguments 
as provided in the amendment of 7/1 1/08, pages 8-12, have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive for the following reasons. The letters have stated that the 
company, Rosco, Inc. has sold ten of thousands of the mirrors with the antiglare tint. A 
bare statement in each of the letter without any written data for supporting the numbers 
of mirror being sold is not sufficient to overcome the rejection. In particular, it is unclear 
about the time in which the numbers of mirror being sold as stated in the letter. In other 
words, it is unclear whether the numbers of mirror sold as stated in the letter is for a 
period often years, or fifteen years, .... It is noted that the letters do not provide the data 
showing the sale figures of competing products of the company Rosco, Inc and other 
companies making a similar product. The letters also do not show the number related to 
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the dollar market share, the expensive price is for the merit of the present invention or it 
is the result of other factors, . . . 

16. Regarding to the submission of excerpts from the state of Florida's 2006 school 
bus specification which discloses the requirements of a mirror installed in a school bus, 
such a submission is insufficient to overcome the rejection. Applicant should note that 
the excerpts are just listed some requirements for a mirror installing on a school bus 
based on the Florida requirements, they do not provide any meaning or any support for 
the invention as claimed. 

Conclusion 

1 7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 

§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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18. Any inquiry concerning tliis comnnunication or earlier comnnunications from tlie 
examiner sliould be directed to Tliong Nguyen wliose teleplione number is (571) 272- 
2316. Tlie examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephone B. Allen can be reached on (571) 272-2434. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Thong Nguyen/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2872 



